The study of social entrepreneurship has shown increased development recently particularly emphasising the conceptual and qualitative perspectives, resulting in literature that shows a gap in the lack of a measurement instrument to assess this phenomenon. This uncovers an opportunity to develop a scale to measure the main characteristic and challenge of social entrepreneurship, which is the management of the duality of objectives presented in meeting economic and social aims. The purpose of this study is to develop a scale that measures the social and economic orientations of entrepreneurship in the context of an emerging economy in Latin America.
Introduction
The literature advocates that the study on social entrepreneurship has emerged recently, according to Short et al. (2009) , the publication of social entrepreneurship articles began approximately at the beginnings of 1990s. However, research in the last few years has shown a greater interest in this emerging phenomenon. For instance, special issues on social entrepreneurship have been published by leading journals, such is the case of Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice in July 2010, or the Journal of World Business in February 2006 ; at the same time, new conferences and conventions on this subject are being launched and top business schools have added social entrepreneurship classes to their curricula (Tracey and Phillips, 2007) . In part, this happens as a result of the new situations countries and organisations have to deal with, such as global crises and market imbalances that result in social and economic security crises (International Labour Organization, 2012) .
Diverse contributions have addressed the specific characteristics of social entrepreneurship. According to Smith et al. (2012) , social entrepreneurship provides a perspective that effectively copes with these new situations, since social entrepreneurs understand and address the needs of society at the same time that they recognise business opportunities to generate profits. Similarly, Dees (1998) describes that the basic understanding one must have to enter the social entrepreneurship field, is that work is developed in an even more complex and changing environment compared to commercial entrepreneurs, because of the need to achieve a sustainable social impact while dealing with the market. In relation with this, Tracey and Phillips (2007) describe that the main challenge of social entrepreneurs is to appropriately accomplish social and economic organisational purposes through the management of accountability, organisational identity and the double bottom line. Additional to these relevant contributions, other conceptual and qualitative investigations have argued the important role of the economic and social duality as a special feature to describe social entrepreneurship (Mair and Marti, 2006; Peredo and McLean, 2006; Santos, 2012; Weerawardena and Mort, 2006) .
Thus, considering that social entrepreneurship is characterised by the social and economic objectives; a better understanding of this duality would contribute to advance what it is known on this phenomenon. Moreover, the conceptual and descriptive contributions that have been emerging enable the development and validation of an instrument to measure the characteristic duality of objectives of social entrepreneurship.
A recent study has contributed to measuring social entrepreneurship duality of objectives. Nga and Shamuganathan (2010) developed a measurement instrument of social entrepreneurship which considers the economic and social objectives; yet, the approach taken in the study yielded a penta-dimensional model, exposing in this way a lack of a specific focus on the measurement of the contrasting characteristics of the social and economic dimensions. This specific focus is important for the development of a measurement instrument for social entrepreneurship, integrating additional dimensions can affect the distribution of results in regard to the main significant characteristic of social entrepreneurship. This lack of specific focus on the measurement of the social and economic dimensions is the gap addressed in the present study.
The development and validation of a measurement instrument of the dual characteristic of social entrepreneurship would provide benefits to both academia and practitioners. Regarding the benefits for academic purposes: 1 the development of this scale would allow moving forward the generation of quantitative research to advance the knowledge of social entrepreneurship 2 it would support qualitative findings increasing in this way the predicting power of theoretical propositions exposing the relevance of social and economic dimensions 3 it provides an instrument to measure social entrepreneurship in the context of emergent economies especially in Latin America 4 informs on the methodological processes to develop measurement scales in the social volunteering and entrepreneurial fields.
In regard to the practical purposes:
1 this scale would aid in the development of more sustainable social entrepreneurial projects 2 it would allow to identify whether there is bias towards the social or economic dimension to identify opportunity areas in the alignment of strategic formulation and implementation in social entrepreneurship 3 a social entrepreneurship scale would be of aid in the diagnostic of the entrepreneurial orientation in a diversity of for profit and non-for-profit organisations.
Considering the importance that social entrepreneurship represents in present time as well as the lack of empirical studies and quantitative instruments which encompass its duality of objectives, the purpose of this study is to develop a scale that measures the social and economic orientations of entrepreneurship in the context of an emerging economy in Latin America; as these countries present greater pressure from global competitors which influence the propensity of social issues emergence. In order to achieve this objective, the article is divided in three parts:
a background, where the main previous studies on the subject are discussed and the gap being fulfilled in this study is described b scale validation, in this section the scale development methodology and the validity results are presented c discussion, in which conclusions of this research are described, as well as research limitations and the implications for academic and practical purposes.
Background
Diverse perspectives to define social entrepreneurship are present in the literature. Dees (1998) provides one of the most seminal descriptions which argues that the particular characteristics of social entrepreneurship are:
a having a mission focused not only on generating private value but also on social value creation b recognising opportunities specifically based on this particular mission c continuously develop innovation, adaptation and learning capabilities, as key factors in the opportunity recognition and creation processes d acting boldly as well as being accountable in the realisation of such mission.
In a similar way, Tracey and Phillips (2007) define social entrepreneurship as the creation of an enterprise that has a social purpose involving both commercial viability and social construction, which faces primarily three challenges:
1 manage accountability to all stakeholders involved in the initiative 2 manage the double bottom line meaning to balance commercial objectives and social ones in the organisation 3 managing organisational identity with a clear stand between both social and economic objectives.
Like these, other more economic approaches to define social entrepreneurship have emerged. Santos (2012) , for example, has developed a theoretical proposition based on the complementarity role that social entrepreneurship plays in modern economic systems, pointing out that externalities of an economy represent social entrepreneurship opportunities to be exploited; additionally, Mair and Marti (2006) argue that social entrepreneurship diverges according to the cultural and the socio-economic environment, highlighting that the interaction between the social entrepreneur and its context is a crucial aspect. Yet, social entrepreneurship is still categorised as lacking a clear epistemology and paradigmatic consent but it is possible to see there are patterns of institutionalisation with their own discourse, logics and types of organisational models emerging that will determine the social entrepreneurship paradigm (Nicholls, 2010) . Moreover, relevant conceptualisations have considered social entrepreneurship as a multidimensional construct which can be appreciated in diverse degrees. Regarding this, Peredo and McLean (2006) propose different degrees of social entrepreneurship through a description of the place given to social goals and the role that commercial exchange plays in organisations, illustrating this argument through diverse examples which range from non-governmental organisations (NGOs) to 'cause-branding' enterprises whit higher priority on commercial objectives, passing by enterprises with exclusively social goals in which profits are integrated in the social benefits, as the Grameen Bank or Newman's Own organisations. On the other hand, Weerawardena and Mort (2006) propose that social entrepreneurship can be explained through a bounded model of sustainability, social mission and the interaction with the environment, having at its core the proactiveness, innovativeness and risk management elements. A particular pattern can be found in the mentioned above contributions to the definition of the social entrepreneurship, which is the accomplishment of both economic and social objectives; either as a mean of organisational sustainability (Weerawardena and Mort, 2006) , as a way to adequately embed in the environment (Mair and Marti, 2006) , as a form to differentiate from other entrepreneurial initiatives (Peredo and McLean, 2006) , as actors that influence paradigm building for organisational legitimacy (Nicholls, 2010) or even as a mean to exploit social entrepreneurship opportunities in the economic system (Santos, 2012) . According to these relevant contributions, social entrepreneurship linkage to the socio-economic duality of objectives is one of its most particular features. As such, the development of a scale to measure the degree in which social entrepreneurship is present in an individual or in a group of individuals, would contribute to better understand as well as describe the attitudinal antecedents towards each of these aims, which complement each other to precede the development of this emerging phenomenon.
Previous studies on social entrepreneurship
According to Mair and Marti (2006) , a particular focus on qualitative methods has been given to social entrepreneurship recent research, as a consequence of its nascent state in the literature. Furthermore, the methodologies to research on social entrepreneurship have focused on available data rather than on building new datasets and have been primarily case studies about successful, famous social entrepreneurs; at the same, there is a current multidisciplinary contest over social entrepreneurship that has failed to establish the normative boundaries, where the debate around legitimate methods, problems, usefulness and alternative solutions continues (Nicholls, 2010) .
In a literature review conducted by Short et al. (2009) , a detail description of the methodological state of social entrepreneurship literature is presented; in this review, 152 articles about social entrepreneurship were recovered from a search in the EBSCO, Web of Knowledge, ABI/INFORM, and Science Direct databases. The analysis showed that publications on social entrepreneurship in academic journals have started approximately 20 years ago, with 52% conceptual articles and 48% empirical articles. In regard to the empirical articles, 74% have utilised qualitative methods like case studies or grounded theory; regarding the remaining 26%, descriptive statistics and correlation analysis have been the main objectives given to quantitative methods. Moreover, in the quantitative articles, diverse scales have been used to measure concepts of social venturing and number of innovations in social enterprises; however, articles measuring specifically social entrepreneurship are not reported. Because this article was published a few years ago, an updated review was made in the journals that resulted from the databases search conducted by Short et al. (2009) , in order to identify if more recent studies have emerged focused on the measurement of social entrepreneurship.
The search was conducted using the terms 'social entrepreneur and objectives' and 'social entrepreneurship and objectives' as keywords of the articles. The first search resulted in zero articles. However, the second search yielded ten articles but only seven were from indexed journals; from these ten articles only two were empirical, yet only one measured social entrepreneurship. It is the Nga and Shamuganathan's (2010) article in which a social entrepreneurship intention scale was developed from the literature and validated through convergent and discriminant examinations.
Additionally, Short et al. (2009) review, showed that most studies were made in the UK (33%), following studies in the USA (25%). Four studies were conducted in India, three in Canada, two in Australia, Brazil, China, and The Netherlands and only one in Brazil, Israel, Italy, Kenya, Nepal, New Zealand, Nigeria, Norway, South Africa, and Spain. Finally, five empirical articles sampled multiple countries in the same study. From the updated review conducted in the present investigation, one study was developed in Germany and the other in Malaysia; this last one corresponds to the study were social entrepreneurship was measured (Nga and Shamuganathan, 2010) .
From these results, it is clear the opportunity for the development of a scale to measure social entrepreneurship based in the social and economic dimension, for research purposes in Latin America; furthermore, it can be observed that the gap in the measurement scales literature is to develop an instrument which measures the balance between social and economic goals, enabling in this way, an objective identification of the degree in which an individual's objectives are biased towards either the social or the economic extreme of such measurement scale.
Scale validation

Refinement of the instrument
A research expert in measurement scales' development who is also familiar with the literature on social entrepreneurship reviewed the initial set of items from the scale of Nga and Shamuganathan (2010) . Although this scale includes five dimensions: social vision, financial returns, innovation, sustainability and social networks, compounded by 32 items, only the items that measured social vision and financial returns were selected to focus on the duality of objectives the literature proposes; also, integrating additional dimensions can affect the results in regard to the significance of the main characteristic of social entrepreneurship.
Initially, the scale by Nga and Shamuganathan (2010) includes 14 items for both dimensions. However, after the expert's review, two items were eliminated because they lacked clarity in the emergent economy context of Latin America. The final scale resulted in 12 items and their corresponding variable codes are: Econ1 'Selling goods and services for a profit', Econ2 'Making profit is the main reason for existence', Econ3 'Maximising financial wealth', Econ4 'Maximising the wealth of investors,' Econ5 'Survival through profits', Econ6 'Making profits as a mean to achieve a social goal', Soc1 'Strong commitment to a social vision', Soc2 'Clear identification of a social need,' Soc3 'Determination to be an agent of social change', Soc4 'Focused stand on social issues,' Soc5 'Strong motivation to defend a social need', Soc6 'Creation of a clear social vision.' All items were assessed with a five-point Likert-scale where respondents had to evaluate the importance of each statement regarding their personal objectives (1 = 'not at all important', 5 = 'extremely important').
Data collection
An online survey was created to collect data from two different groups. One group consisted of students from a private university in Mexico that were enrolled in an entrepreneurship course. While the second group consisted of social volunteers with at least an undergraduate degree from a civil organisation; also from Mexico.
The participants in the first group of the sample, students of an entrepreneurship course, had to develop a business plan for an entrepreneurial project as part of the requisites of the course, and they would also had to participate in a competition to get funds for their project in an entrepreneurship national fair attended by investors from around the country looking for opportunities to increase financial wealth. While the second group in the sample, the social volunteers were members of an entrepreneurial organisation focused on the creation of social value, having a direct participation towards the accomplishment of the organisation's social mission. For terms of scale validation, such groups described covered an adequate sample as their contexts and interests oriented them towards either the generation of economic value or a social value generation, avoiding in this way a bias issue; it is also important to say that the groups described comprised an adequate sample because the objective of the paper was not specifically to test hypotheses related to antecedents or consequences of the social entrepreneurship phenomenon, but to validate and refine a measurement instrument.
Given that there are two sample groups, two questionnaires were developed; one in English and one in Spanish. The questionnaire for students was assessed in English because students present a TOEFL test as an admission requisite, which requests scoring higher than 500 points in the paper-based format; additionally, diverse courses in the students' bachelor degree require English reading as well as writing; thus, they can certainly answer the instrument in English language. For the questionnaire for social volunteers, where there was a lack of certainty about their English skills, back-translation to Spanish was performed as proposed by Brislin (1970) looking at the same time for conceptual equivalence suggested by Douglas and Craig (2007) .
The online survey approach was useful for the social volunteers who live in different states of Mexico. However, the response rate from students was quite low (6.7%) and in order to increase the number of responses, surveys were applied in paper during class time. This resulted in a final usable sample of 74 social volunteers and 110 students; for a total sample of 184. Please see Table 1 and Table 2 for a more detailed description of each group in the sample. 
Purification of measurement scale
A random sample of 40 questionnaires that accounted for three times the number of items (Cattel, 1978) , was selected to perform an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and identify the minimum quantity of items necessary to explain an acceptable percentage of variance. Considering that all the items were measured with the same Likert-scale, the matrix selected to factor was the covariance matrix. A Varimax type of rotation was required in the analysis, with the principal components method of extraction.
Results from the first analysis reveal that items clearly group in two factors. Factor 1 presented higher loadings from the financial returns items than from the social vision items, the loadings seem to be well segregated; the latent variable could be interpreted as a measure of the financial returns orientation. Factor 2 was observed to have similar loading magnitudes than Factor 1 but in opposite direction, loading higher from social vision and lower from financial returns. These two factors along with the 12-item variables explained 71% of the variance at the same time KMO = (0.781), α = 0.78 and the Bartlett's test of sphericity indicated the factor analysis was appropriated (p < 0.001).
Seeking to increase the explained variance and to obtain a more compact grouping of the loadings, two items were eliminated from the instrument; one of these from the social vision dimension and one from financial returns dimension. For the item selection, factor loadings were analysed parting from a criterion of 0.5 minimum loading; the lower loadings that corresponded to the dimension represented by each factor were eliminated. In Factor 1 'Econ6' was eliminated and in Factor 2 'Soc 4' from the first factor analysis. The results showed more variance explained from the 10-item instrument (75%) than from the 12-items instrument (71%). Also, the Bartlett's test of sphericity indicated the factor analysis was appropriated (p < 0.001). KMO increased to 0.8 which represents a good fit according to Kaiser (1974) and a Cronbach's α = 0.76, also an acceptable value according to Nunnally (1978) .
A third reduction was made using the same criteria that resulted in the elimination of 'Econ5' for Factor 1 and of 'Soc 1' for Factor 2. This model explained 78% of the variance and Bartlett's test of sphericity was significant (p < 0.001). Yet, KMO decreased to 0.728 and Cronbach's α to 0.74.
Therefore, the best model is the one that results in ten items, five for the economic dimension and five for the social dimension. Additionally, the loadings on the factors were observed to be more segregated, social vision variables had loadings more distant from the loadings of the financial returns variables and vice versa. This finding provides evidence to support as well a proposition of content validity, as the factors interpretation correspond to the dimensions previously defined.
The EFA was conducted utilising the SPSS statistical package.
Evaluation of the latent structure
In order to verify the factor structure that resulted from the EFA, a confirmatory factor analysis was conducted (CFA) with the complete sample that consisted of 184 students and volunteers. The first step was to confirm an overall fit of the model. The overall fit was assessed with the chi-square test, goodness of fit index (GFI), the adjusted goodness of fit (AGFI), comparative fit index (CFI), normed fit index (NFI) and root mean square error (RMSEA). Results in each of these indexes showed the model fitted the data as the assessments were above the established criteria. The chi-square value resulted in 43.8 with a p-value of 0.12, as for the rest of the criteria: GFI = 0.95 (GFI > 0.90), AGFI = 0.93 (AGFI > 0.90), CFI = 0.99 (CFI > 0.90), NFI = 0.96 (NFI > 0.90), finally, RMSEA = 0.04 (RMSEA < 0.10). Additionally, the variance explained by this 10-item two-factor scale in the sample of 184 volunteers and students was 92%.
The next step was to assess convergent validity; this was confirmed through the factor loadings, the average variance extracted (AVE) criteria and construct reliability (CR). The rule of thumb for factor loadings establishes that estimates should be 0.5 or higher as an acceptable criterion, or as an ideal value 0.7 or higher. Results showed all of the factor loadings above 0.71. For the AVE, criteria previously defined states that AVE should be higher than 0.5 (Fornell and Bookstein, 1982) . The AVE for the social dimension equals 0.56 as for the economic dimension 0.64. Regarding CR, according to Fornell and Bookstein (1982) values above 0.7 are highly acceptable. For this sample both dimensions, the social (0.91) and economic (0.88) values represent construct reliability. Therefore, factor loading, AVE and CR confirm convergent validity. For detail on the model and unstandardised factor loadings please see Figure 1 and for convergent validity assessment please refer to Table 3 . Table 3 Scale items and CFA Discriminant validity was confirmed following the suggestions from Fornell and Bookstein (1982) as well as from Anderson and Gerbing (1988) . Fornell and Bookstein (1982) proposition suggests for this case that the minimum AVE of social and economic dimensions must be greater than the correlation between the two constructs. For this sample, the correlation between the economic and social dimension was -0.06; thus, the minimum AVE of the constructs (0.56) is greater. Anderson and Gerbing (1988) propose a comparison of the chi-square of an unrestricted model with the chi-square of a restricted model. In order to assess validity, evidence must support that such restriction is not correct. Here, the chi-square for the unrestricted model (χ 2 = 43.8, df = 34) is significantly smaller than the chi-square for the restricted model (χ 2 = 432.3, df = 35). Thus, discriminant validity was confirmed.
Factor
The measurement model assessed in the confirmatory factor analysis is presented in Figure 1 . The confirmatory factor analysis was conducted utilising structural equation modelling in the AMOS statistical package.
Discussion
The main objective of this study was to validate a social entrepreneurship measurement scale; EFA as well as confirmatory were conducted in order to obtain a reliable and valid scale. The economic and social dimensions of social entrepreneurship represent the main feature expressed as a duality of objectives. To measure this special feature, Nga and Shamuganathan's (2010) scale was considered taking into account only the financial returns and social vision dimensions in order to build and validate the social entrepreneurship scale of the present study.
After the reliability and validity assessments were conducted, a 10-item scale of social entrepreneurship resulted; such scale explained 92% of the data with a sample size of 184. This result is a relevant finding for the present study, because previous variance explained from Nga and Shamuganathan's (2010) scale was 62% with a sample size of 180; thus, it is argued that a bi-dimensional scale of social entrepreneurship which encompass social and economic objectives, explains more variance of respondents orientations, than the five-dimension scale of sustainability, innovation, social network, social vision and financial returns.
A usable proposition to explain such difference in the variances explained from the two scales can be that of the self-reporting bias, in which surveyed individuals can report aspirational attitudes more than objective assessments of their entrepreneurial goals. This shows that the two-dimension scale involving a social and economic extremes enables a more objective form to measure an individual's entrepreneurial overall orientation.
Additionally to the validation of a two-dimension measurement scale, a social entrepreneurship index could be defined.
In the estimation iterations to calculate the social entrepreneurship index it was identified that considering only the mean of both dimensions responses would 'hide' variation to the final score; (i.e., if someone responded high in all financial returns items, and low in all social vision items, then the mean would reflect equal data compared to another individual who responded in the middle of the scale for both dimensions); therefore, an standardisation was needed in order to correct this possible variation. Thus, taking into account that the standard deviation is a measure of statistical dispersion when the centre of the data is measured about the mean (Dodge, 2003) , the standardisation was developed considering the mean of the scale responses and a subtraction of these responses' standard deviation as the correction factor; in this way, the mean of the social entrepreneurship scale was adjusted to a reduction of the variance between both objectives.
Moreover, the social entrepreneurship index developed in this study may help in the quantification of the different degrees of social entrepreneurship proposed by Peredo and McLean (2006) , in which diverse cases containing social objectives are utilised to present the wide range of social entrepreneurship. Thus, the proposition of qualitative cases utilisation for identifying diverse degrees of social entrepreneurship is expanded with the quantifiable index of social entrepreneurship proposed in the present study.
A graphic illustration of the social entrepreneurship index for the students and volunteers samples is presented in Figure 2 , the representation of this index was developed utilising the Minitab statistical package. 
Implications for practical purposes
In Latin American countries, the political factors and economic conditions have served as a trigger to encourage entrepreneurial projects for the alleviation of social problems (Mair, 2010) ; therefore, contributions to better understand social entrepreneurship in this context represent relevant implications for practice. For instance, the social entrepreneurship index proposed confirms the relevance that the social and economic dimensions have for the mitigation of social issues within economic systems of emerging or developing regions. Thus, the proposition of such index can help in the development of entrepreneurial projects in two specific ways: 1 for strategic formulation in social entrepreneurship 2 for strategy implementation either in for profit or non-profit organisations.
In regard to strategic formulation, the social entrepreneurship index can be useful to expose the areas of opportunity related to the alignment of the entrepreneurial orientation from the participants in the projects as well as from the specific environmental conditions in which the project is developed. As for strategic implementation, the index can be useful to identify if a bias exists towards a certain dimension of the scale from the participants, as well as to facilitate decision-making in regards to resources allocation and development, in order to drive the necessary attitudinal antecedents necessary for the development of more sustainable projects and effective social entrepreneurship strategic implementation.
Implications for academic purposes
Given that previous work has focused on conceptual and qualitative methods to study social entrepreneurship (Mair and Marti, 2006) , the resultant index from this study contributes to the literature in diverse ways:
1 it validates the extant literature on the duality of objectives for social entrepreneurs 2 suggests a quantitative instrument for the study of social entrepreneurship 3 it provides a contextualised instrument for emergent economies 4 the methodological cues for the study of social entrepreneurship.
In regard to the validation of the duality of objectives exposed in the literature; the results from the EFA which grouped the items in two different factors presents dimensional evidence. For factor one all items for the social dimension resulted in loadings smaller than 0.1 while for the economic dimension loadings were greater than 0.8 and for factor two, the opposite results emerged. Thus, these results are a confirmation of the duality of objects proposed in the literature (e.g., Dees, 1998; Mair and Marti, 2006; Peredo and McLean, 2006; Santos, 2012; Smith et al., 2012; Tracey and Phillips, 2007; Weerawardena and Mort, 2006) . Also, the social entrepreneurship scale aids in the advance of quantitative research, as findings reveal that integrating additional dimensions to the instrument affects the overall results in regard to the significant main characteristic of social entrepreneurs. Therefore, it is found that a bi-dimensional scale is a more precise instrument to measure social entrepreneurship by focusing on the duality of objectives. Additionally, the validated scale provides an instrument to measure social entrepreneurship in the context of emergent economies especially in Latin America, in which social issues are more sensitive to emerge. Finally, this study informs on the methodological processes to develop measurement scales in the social volunteering and entrepreneurship fields. In the data collection stage, as the social volunteers presented higher participation percentage than the entrepreneurial students, which exposes some participation barriers as well as drivers in regard to the characteristics of the sample. Also, in the consideration of contextual application of scales developed in other countries, as the preliminary elimination of items was considered for the contextual fit of the instrument.
Limitations and future research
Limitations in this study regard:
1 aspects related to the questionnaire itself 2 the refinement stage of the instrument 3 the sample considered in the study.
The first limitation is that questionnaires were applied in different languages to the different sample groups although both groups have Spanish as their native tongue. However, this was done, based on the high level of understanding and knowledge of that sample group. At the same time, the back translation process used for this study ensured equivalence between the two surveys.
Regarding the refinement of the instrument, only one expert validated the items of the survey; limiting the possibility of triangulation. According to Jick (1979) , triangulation is important to improve accuracy of judgments. However, it was a clear identification of a contrasting context regarding the specific application of two item statements, which generated the instrument's fit with the studied context.
Regarding the sample limitations, data was collected using a convenience sample of students from a private university located in a northern city of Mexico and a sample of social volunteers from a NGO. Yet, it would be of great value to conduct a study with social entrepreneurs that have encounter different situations towards the realisation of their projects and might have a different perspective about the duality of objectives. Additionally, it is suggested to develop research in different contexts within Latin America to have information that can be generalisable across cultures.
Finally, regarding the methodology utilised, it is important to continue further research on the development of instruments that measure different characteristics of social entrepreneurs, as well as to validate if there are other underlying constructs that are important considering to have a better understanding of social entrepreneurship and its characteristic duality of objectives.
